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CERTIFIED MAIL
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

March 15, 1990

Regional Administrator Director, Solid and Hazardous
United States Environmental Waste Division
Protection Agency, Region 5 Minnesota Pollution Control Agency
ATTN: Hazardous Waste Enforcement ATTN: Site Response Section
Branch 520 Lafayette Road North
230 South Dearborn Street : St. Paul, Minnesota 55155

Chicago, I1linois 60604

President

Reilly Industries, Inc.

1510 Market Square Center
151 North Delaware
Indianapolis, Indiana 46204

RE: United States of America, et al. vs. Reilly Tar &
Chemical Corporation, et al.
File No. Civ. 4-80-469

Gentlemen:

Enclosed is the annual progress report submitted pursuant to Part K of the
Consent Decree in the above captioned matter. This report is issued by the
City in accordance with Section 2(a) of the Reilly/St. Louis Park Agreement
(Exhibit B to the Consent Decree).

Sincerely,

el rp L

James N. Grube

Director of Public Works
JING/ja

Enclosure

cc: William Gregg (w/enclosure)
E11zabeth Thompson (w/enclosure)

5005 minnetonka boulevard e st. louls park, minnesota 55416-2290 e phone (612) 924-2500
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1.0 INTRODUCTION |

The Consent Decree in United States of America, et al. vs. Ret]lx Tar & .
Chemical Corporation, et al. (U.S. District Court, Minnesota, Civil No. 4-80-
| 469) was signed by Judge Magnuson on September 3, 1986, and entered by the
Court on the fd]towing day. The Effective Date of the Consent Decree.is
therefore September 4, 1986 (see Part EE of the Consent Decree). _

~ The Consent Decree requires various actions to be taken by Reilly
Industrtes, Inc. (Reilly), the.City of St. Louis Park (City), the U.S.
Environmental Protectlon Agency (USEPA), the Minnesota Po]]utlon Control
Agency (MPCA), and/or the Minnesota Department of Health (MDH). These act1ons
.are required by the'Consent.Decree itself, by the Remedial Action Plan (RAP)
(Exhibit A to, and an integral and enforceable part of the Consent Decree, per
Part F thereof), or by the Agreement between Reilly and the City (Ret]]y/City
'Aoreement) (EXhibit-B to, and an integral and enforceable part of the Consent
Decree, per Part Q thereot, as-to the rights and responsibilities between
~ Reilly and the City). | _ | | |
| . This, annual progress report subm1tted in accordance with the
requirements of Park K of the Consent Decree, describes actions taken to
implement the requ1rements of the Consent Decree from January 1 through
' December 31, 1989. This report also describes activities schedu]ed for
calendar year 1990 as required by Part K.

As an aid to the reader in following the progress of the many act1v1t1es :
1nvo]ved this report provides separate descriptions of completed and
scheduled activities required by the Consent Decree (Sections 2 and 3,
respectively) and by the'RAP (Seotions 4 and 5, respectively).  Within each
section, areas of.activity are discussed in.the order in which they are

(

discussed in the Consent Decree and RAP.



2.0 COMPLETED CONSENT DECREE ACTIVITIES

Part K of the Consent Decree requires that Reilly suBmit annual progress
.réports to the USEPA and MPCA by March 15, which describe actions taken to |
imp1emedf'the requirements of thé Consent Decree during the previous year and
describe activities scheduled for the yeaf in which the report is ré]eased.
The 1988 annual report was submitted by- the City, on behalf of Reilly, on
March 15, 1989. In correspondeﬁce'datéd April 28, 1989 the USEPA and MPCA
indicated the annua]lreport (dated Mafch 15, 1989) was accurate and complete
in all respeéts except for the acknowledgement of the Agencies’ approval of
the City’s Housing Redevelopment Authbrity Site Development Plan and
Construction P]an-on December 2 and 21, 1987 respectively. The.Agencies'
correspondence indicated neither Reilly nor the City wefe.advised of the
Agencies’ action and indicated copies of said approvals were éttached
therewith.

Part L of the Consent Decrge states that whenever; under_the terms.of
the Consent Decree, noticg is required to be given or a report or other
document}is.required.to be forwarded, it shall be directed to the individuals,
at the:addresses speciffed thérein. On January 1, 1989, Reilly changed its
corporaté'name to Reilly Industries,'lnc. Accordingly, the new mailing
addres§ for Reilly is: i

- President
Reilly Industries, Inc.
1510 Market Square Center
151 North Delaware Street
. Indianapolis, Indiana' 46204

Part 0 of the Consent Decree states that Reilly, the City, the USEPA, or

the MPCA may change its designated Project Leader and -alternate by notifying

the other Parties, in writing, of the change. In correspondence dated May 26,

1989, the USEPA and MPCA informed Reilly and the City that the Agencies had
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'desiQnated David Wilson and Justin Blem as their respective Projecf Leaders,
indicating no alternates had been'designated. In cerrespbndence dated
November 20, 1989, Rei]]y informed the Parties that it had designated James
- Bratina as its Projeci Leader, retaining William Gregg of ENSR Coesu1tih§‘and
Ehgineeriﬁg as its.alternate. In correspondence dated November 28, 1989, the
USEPA and MPCA informed Reilly ‘and the City that the Agencies had.designeted
Darryl Ownes and Ju]ie_Shortridge as their respective Project.Leaders.' The
MPCA also designated Justin Blum as its'alternate,'while the USEPA indieated
no a]ternate had been designated. _ |

Part P of the Coneent Decree requires Réilly to provide the USEPA and
MPCA with copies of access agreements for property ubon which accees is |
required for RAP activities. Section 4 of the Reilly/City Agreement providee
that the City assume this obiigatioﬁ for Rei]]y. -In cqrrespondence dated May |
-3, 1989, the USEPA, MPCA, and MDH jndicated that the lenguage contained in a
February 10, 1988 draft agreement authofizing access to Minneapolis Park and
Recreatibh Board property was acceptable.provided Reilly bears all risks theh
may fol]ow'from Tater denial of aceess, In correspondence dated May 25, 1989,
Reilly indicated aeceptaﬁce'of the draft proposal. On August 21, 1989 the
-City executed two access agreements with_the Minneapolis Park;and'Recreation
Board. _ .

_ Pert'Q of-the.Consent Decree_acknew1edges the Rei11y_Agfeeﬁent with St.
Louis Park (Rei]]y/City Agreement) as Ethbit B to, and an enforceable part
of, the Conéent Decree. Section 2 pf the Reilly/City Agreement provides that
"by September 3, 1990, if necessary to avoid_sehitary sewer charges on the
discharge from we]ls-W23, WIOS; the Drift-Platteville Aquifer source control
we]]s and gradient control we11,'Reile sha]T plan, obtain neceésary permits

for,-and construct a treatment facility and'piping to allow effluent from the
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wells te be discharged-to a storm sewer. On November 21, 1989 Reilly
-submitted e_propoced:"Pian for the Discontinuing Sanitary Sewer Discharges at
the Reilly Tar & Chemical Cornoration, N.P.L. Site". The plan was submitted
pursuant to Section 2.9. of RAP and greater detail regarding this activity is
provided in Section 4 of this-Report Section 3 of the Reilly/City Agreement
requires the City to prepare appiications for permits necessary to imp]ement
'.the RAP. On December 1, 1989 the City submitted an NPDES permit application
to the MPCA on behalf of Reilly to allow.for the discharge of wells W23, W105,
and the Drift-Platteville source control wells to.surface waters. The permit
application wes submitted in conjunction with ﬁei]]y’s submittal pursuant to
Section 2.9. of the RAP. Section 6 of the Reilly/City Agreement requires
Reilly to pay $250,000 to the St. Louis Park Contingency.Fund.by September”30,
1989. Reilly submitted said payment on September 22,'1989. Section 9 of the
Reilly/City Agreement provides for the payment by one party of costs incurred
by the other party or the sharing by the parties thereto of costs incurred by
one party.in the implementation of the RAP. The City has-submitted invoices
'to Reilly for costs incurred, payment for which has been owed by Reilly.
Reilly has made necessary payment'to the City, in accordance with the-
requirements of Section 9. | |

Part R of the Consent Decree requires Reilly to make $37,500 payment to
the Environmenta]'Response, Compensation and Compliance Fund of the Treasury
-of the State of Minnesota by February 28, 1989. Reilly submitted payment on
February 22, 1989, meeting the estabiished deadline. |

Part Y of the Consent Decree requires Reilly to prov1de the USEPA and
MPCA with current certification Qf insurance for certain spec1fied coverages.
.Reilly wrote the USEPA and MPCA on July 7, 1987 to request that the excuse

granted to Reiliy on Octqber 7, 1986 from meeting certain notification
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requirements for insurance cencellation be ektended_to'Ju1y 1, 1988. The
-USEPA and MPCA approved this request on September 9, 1987. On March 13, 1989,
Reilly submitted certificates of insurance for 1iability coverage, indicattng
excess coverage was in place with renewal anticipated on July 7, 1989. Reilly
" submitted information in partial compliance with Part Y and tnformed the
Agenciee that reasons necessitating an.exeuse'continued to be vatid,
thereby causing it to request further extension of the excuse-(relating to the
language of the insuranee'certificateq) unti] Juiy'l, 1990. As of December
31, 1988, no response had been received from the Agencies.-

Part Z of the Consent Decree fequires Ref]]y to deliver to the United
: States and State of Minnesota by May 31 -of each year, a certificate prepared
_by Reilly’s certified public accouhting firm which sets forth whether Reilly’s
consolidated performance is in accord with the requiremehts established in the
Consent Decree. Réi]]y.submitted a financial eertificate on May 22,_1987, and
on January 5, 1988 the USEPA and MPCA requested additional information to
demonstrate that Reilly has met the long term'requirement_defined in Part Z.
On Febfuary 2, 1988 Reilly provided infqrmation in_response to the Agencies’
requeet. As of December 31, 1989, no respdnse had been received from the
Agencies. On May 18, 1989, Reilly shbmitted_a certificate prepared'by
Reilly’s certified pub]ic accounting firm which'sets forth whether Reilly’s
consolidated performance is in accord with the requ1rements established in the _
Consent Decree. Included thereW1th was a copy of Re111y s Resource .
Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) Financial Responsibility Assurance filing -
which the USEPA Region 5’s RCRA office required under 40 CFR Section
264.143(f)(3). As of December 31, 1989, no response had been received from

the Agencies.



3.0 SCHEDULED CONSENT DECREE ACTIVITIES '

“Part P of the Consent Decree addresses the issue of securing‘access
agreements to conduct the various aetivities contempiated in the RAP. The
City has commenced negotiations with varinus parties from whom access
’ autnorization must be attained based upon the content of Agency correspondence
dated May 3, 1989. Said correspondence approved a revision in access
agreement language for certajn.properties owned.by'the Minneapolis Parks and
Recreation Board; however, the Agencies indicated they would review each
agreement on a case by case basis. Accordingly, individua]-negotiations are
ongoing with each affected pronerty:onner in an effort to secure similar
agreements to thoée which were enproved by the Anencies on May 3, 1989.

Part Q of the'Consent Decree acknowledges the Reilly/City Agreement ae
Exhibit B to, and an enforceable part of the Consent Decree. Section 2 of the
Reilly/City Agreement provides.that by September 3,'1990, if necessary to
’ avotd sanitary sewer charges on the'discharge from wells W23, w10$, the Drift- )
Platteville Aquifer source eontrol wells and Qradient cnntrol well, Reilly
shall plan, obtain necessary permits:for, and construct a treatment facility
and piping to allow effluent from the wells to be discharged to a storm sewer.
Necessary activities to complete this task forrwell W23 and the Drift- '
P]ettevi11e Aquifer source control wells are described in greater.detail in
Sections 2, 4, and 5 of this Report. It is anticipated that W105 diecharge_
will be discontinued in 1990, while no decision has been made on the'
disposition of the Drtft-P]atteville gradient control well discharge. Section
9 of the Reilly/City Agreement provide§ for the payment by one party of cqsts
incurred by the_other barty or the sharing by the parties thereto of costs
incurred by one party in the implementation of the RAPt_ Nithtn 30 days-ot the
close of the ca]endar.quarter in which the cpsts were incurred, the'party

incurring the costs Sha]] issue a detailed statement of costs, including
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supporting documentation, and within 30 days of receipt of such notice, the.
owing party shall pay to the other its share of the costs. A summary of the

activity scheduled in 1990 is as follows:

Chargeable Cost Items Invoicing Party Owing Party
. W105-Sanitary Sewer Charges Ctty | Reilly
w23'-Sanitary.Sewer Chdrges - City : Reilly
Drift-Platteville Athfer . '
Source Control Wells - City Reilly

-Sanitary Sewer Charges
Drift-Platteville Aquifer . - -
Gradient Control Well ' _ City Reilly
-Sanitary Sewer Charges ' :

Part R of the Consent Decree fequires Reilly to make payment in the
amount of $37,500 to the Environmental Response, Compensation, and Compliance
| Fund of the Treasury of the State of Mtnnesota by February 28, 1990. Reilly

~ submitted the réquired'payment on February 22, 1990.

| ‘Part T of the Consent Decree addresses compliance with all applicable
'.1ocal, state, and federal laws and regd]ations when implementing the Consent
| ‘Decree. Among itS provisions is the requirement_that the USEPA and MPCA
approve any facility used for off-sité disposal of hazardous substances
generated dufiﬁg work ‘undertaken pursuant to the Consent Decree. If either
Reilly or the City propose to use a facility in 1990, the Aggnctes must
confirm the status of the facility_before the shipmeht of hazardous wastes
‘commences. |

Part Y of the Consent Decree requires Reilly to provide the USEPA and
MPCA with current certification of insurance for certain specified coverages.
Appropriate documentation is due in 1990. | |

Part Z of the Consent Decree requ1res Reilly to deliver to the Un1ted
States and State of Minnesota by May 31, 1990, a certificate prepared by
Reilly’s certified public account1ng firm which sets fqrth whether Reilly’s
consolidated performance is in accbrd with the requirements'set forth in the

Consent Decree.
-7 -



4.0 COMPLETED RAP ACTIVITIES

Progress continued in the imp]émentation of the RAP during 1989.
Operatidn of W105, W23, and the Drift-Platteville source/ gradient control
systems continued throughout. the year, ahd mbnitoring of the Mount Simon-
Hinckley; Ironton-Galesville, Préirie-du Chien-Jordan, St. Petér, and Drift-
Platteville Aquifefs was undertaken. Table 1 summarizés the progress made iﬁ
- completing the many activities pontemp]ated in the RAP. Further detai]s on
the various RAP actiyities_aré provided below.

. Section 2.9. of-the RAP authorizes Reilly at any time'to submit a plan
- to the USEPA and MPCA to change fhe discharge of any source control or
gradient control well that is required to be discharged to the sanitary sewer
by the provision§ of the RAP to a surface water body.l On Novemberlzo, 1989
Reilly submitted a proposed "Plan for ‘Discontinuing Sanitary Sewer Discharges
at the Reilly Tar & Chemical Corporation N.P.L. Site". The Plan provided for
thg routing of discharges from wells w23, W105, and the Drift-Platteville
source control wells to the storm sewer after treatment for iron/manganese
removal and PAH removal. Based upon extensive treatability testing carried
out over 1989, Rei]Ty proposed.iron/manganese removal via sand filtration énd
PAH removal via granular aétivated carbon. On‘December 19, 1989 the MPCA
submitted comments on the Plan and sought clarifications/revisions to satisfy
NPDES permitting criterié. On February 22, 1990 the USEPA and MPCA issued a
joint comment Tetter wherein additional issue clarification/Plan revision was
'sought.'

Section 3.3. of the RAP requires Reilly to submit annual sampling plans
to the USEPA and MPCA. Section 2(a) of the-Rei]fy/City Agreemeﬁt provides
that the Cify assume all of Rei]]y’slobligations under Section 3 of the RAP.
The City submitted its proposed 1989 Sampling Plan on October 31, 1988. In
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RAP

SECTION

2.9.

. & 3.3.

TABLE 1
STATUS OF RAP ACTIVITIES - 1989

ITEM

Discontinuing Sanitary
Sewer Discharges

1989 Annual Sampling Plan

1990 Annual Sampling Plan

11988 Annual Monitoring Report

_ GAC System Operation

GAC System Monitoring

" - Mount-Simon Hinckley

Monitoring

Operation of W105 Source
Control Well

W105'Monitoring

Operation of W23 Source
Control Well -

SLP4 Feasibility Study

ACTIVITIES

Plan submitted by Reilly on
11/20/89; Agency comment 1ssued
on 12/19/89 and 2/22/90

Agency response issued on 3/28/89;
modified plan submitted by City on
4/18/89

Plan submitted by City on
10/31/89; Agency response issued
2/15/90

Report submitted by City on
3/15/89; Agency response issued on
5/26/89; City response issued on
6/30/89; Agency response issued on
12/21/89 :

System off line from 9/13/89 to
10/20/89; carbon replaced 10/18/89 .
through 10/20/89 .

| Sampies collected monthly between

January and August; December
Annual monitoring‘comp]eted
Pumping during 1989 occurred
without incident

Biannual monitoring completed

Pumping during 1989 occurred

'withoqt incident

FS report and NPDES permit
submitted by City on 6/20/87;
Agency comments provided on
9/17/87; response by City
submitted 10/8/87; public meeting

-held 12/1/87; Minneapolis

sponsored public meeting held
9/22/88; City notified Parties of
intent to treat and use discharge
on 12/4/89



Table 1 (continued)
Status of RAP Activities - 1989

7.2.5.

Prairie du Chien-Jordan

“Aquifer gradient control

monitoring wells

Prairie du Chien-Jordan
Aquifer gradient control

- monitoring well construction

Prairie du Chien-Jordan

- Aquifer monitoring

_ St. Peter Aquifer monitoring

Remedial Investigation Report

Feasibility Study P]an

Feasibility Study Report
Operation/monitoring of
Drift-Platteville Aquifer
source control wells

.Operation/monitoring. of

. Drift-Platteville Aquifer

gradient control well

Drift-Platteville Aqu1fer-

mon1tor1ng

Remedial Invest1gat1on
Report

- 10 -

Plan submitted by Reilly on
7/30/87; Agency comment issued
10/15/87; modified plan submitted
by Reilly 11/5/87; City requested
Minneapolis approve construction
of W402-11/9/87; Minneapolis

- approved City request to construct

w402 12/2/87

Agencies approved access
agreement 5/3/89; Minneapolis
approved access agreement 7/5/89;
Minneapolis issued permit 7/10/89;

W402 constructed between 8/10/89

and 8/22/89

Completed as outlined in Sampling
_Plan

Completed as outlined in Sampling
Plan

Submitted by City on 3/30/89;
Agency comment issued on 5/26/89;

. modified report submitted by City

on 6/19/89 and 7/21/89; Agency
approval issued on 9/13/89

Agency requirement issued

- 9/13/89; City submitted plan on

10/16/89
City submitted report on 11/15/89

Pumping during 1989 occurred
without incident; quarterly
monitoring completed

Pumping during 1989 occurred
without incident; quarterly
monitoring completed

Completed as outlined in
Sampling P]an

City submitted report on
3/30/89; Agency comment issued

"~ on 5/26/89; modified report

submitted by City on 6/19/89;
Agency approval issued on 9/13/89



TaB]e 1 (continued) '
Status of RAP Activities - 1989

9.4.1.

9.4.2.
~ 9.6.

10.1.1.

.11;1.3.

Feasibility Study Plan

Feasibi]ity.Study Report

Dr1ft Platteville Aqu1fer
monitoring ,

Deep Multi-Aquifer Well

-~

Soil Investigation Report

-'11 -

City submitted plan on 10/16/89;

Agency approval 1ssued on
12/31/89

.City submitted report on 11/15/89

Completed as outlined in
Sampling Plan

Plan submitted by City on 9/3/87;

. Agency comment issued 10/16/87;

City response submitted 11/5/87

City submitted report on 1/13/89;

Agency response issued on
3/28/89; City submitted mod1f1ed
report on 4/18/89



correspohdence dated March 28, 1989 the USEPA andlMPCA sought clarification of
and revision to elements of the Plan. On April 18, 1989 the City submitted aﬁ
amendment to the Plan. As of December 31, 1989 no Ageqcy response h#s been
received. _

The City submitted iis proposed 1990 Sampling Plan on. October 31, i989
in accordance with the requirements of RAP Section 3.3.. On February 15, 1990
tﬁe USEPA and MPCA issued a joint 1etter'to Rei]]y and the City wherein the
Agéncies sought revisions to the proposal and sought to meet with the Citj to
discuss issues raised therein. On March 8, 1990 fhe City sought a 20 day
extension to the revision dead1iné established pursuant to'Pért G.4. 6f the.
Consent Decree, noting that the requestea-ﬁeeting had not yet begn held.

.Section_3.4. of the RAP requires Reilly to submit an annual report to
the USEPA and MPCA containing the results of all monitoring during the
previous calendar year. The City submitted the 1988 Annual Report on behalf
of Reilly on March_ls, 1989. On May 26, 1989 the USEPA and MPCA issued'a
Jjoint comment letter on the report’s findings raising fssdeslregarding the
re]atioﬁship between St. Peter Aquifer water quality (results of 1988
monitoring) and Drift-Platteville Aquifer water quality (results of 1988
monitoring). On June 30, 1989 the Cfty'submitted a responée to the Agencies’
letter of May 26, 1989, and on December 21, 1989 the USEPA and MPCA, in a
joint letter, c]arified issues, as raised in the May 26,,1989 correspondence.

Insofar as the City is responsible for submitting'a report for 1989 |
'activities, the USEPA, MPCA, and Reilly will receive the document under
separate cover. o

| The City operated the granular activated carbon (GAC) treatment system

in compliance with Section 4.2. of the RAP during 1989, treating 348.5 million
gallons of water. The lowest monthly pumping total was 13.2 million gallons
(in February), while the highest monthly pumping total was 49.2 mi]]ion\
gallons (in December). |
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Reilly, the City, and Calgon Carbon Corporation (Calgon) conducted a
pilot column test during the 1atter months of 1988 and the first five months
of 1989. The objective of-the test.was to ascertain the cause of the
shortened GAC service 1ife and develop a possible means whereby the service
lite cou]d be extended. The test resu]ts.appeared to indicate that the
optimum operational procedure places the system in a full time, non-stop mode,
Accordingly, the system has been placed in a continuous operational mode since
the carbon was replaced on bctober 18, 19, and 20, 1989.

As noted above, the carbon filter med1a was replaced in October,. 1989
0n September 19, 1989, the City notified the ‘USEPA, MPCA, MDH, and Reilly
that the August 29, 1989 monitoring detected levels of Other PAH in the
treated effluent in exceedance of the Drinking Water Criterion, indicattng-
that the carbon would be replaced. The treatment system was actua]]y'shut
down on September 13, 1989 and was not operated until October 12 to October
17, 1989, when the treated effluent was discharged to surface waters. The
goal of the October 12 to October 17.pump1ng was to attain a minimum monthly |
treatment volume of 10 million gallons.

. A review of records indicates 302.3 m11110n ga]]ons of water were:
treated by the system’s th1rd carbon load between September, 1988 and

' September, 1989 (62.1 million gallons in 1988, 240.2 m1111on ga]]ons in '1989).
| Insofar as Sectjon 4,3.5. of the RAP requires that an annual report of
the results of all GAC system monitoring completed in 1989 be reported by
March 15, 1990 .the City will forward a copy of said repbrt to the USEPA,
.MPCA MDH, and Reilly under separate cover by the requ1red date.

‘Section 5.1. of the RAP requ1res Re111y to monitor the C1ty s Mount
Simon-Hinckley Aquifer wells on ‘an annual basis. Section 2(a) of the
Reilly/City Agreement prov1des that the City comp]ete this task on behalf of
Reilly. The City comp]eted the Mount Simon-Hinckley Aqu1fer monitoring in
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accordance with Section 5.1. of Fhe RAP, and the results have been presented
in an annual report.issued in accordance with Section 3,4. of the RAP.
Section 6.1.3. of the RAP requires Reilly to-pump wios at a monthly-
average rate of 25 ga]ions per minute (gpm). Section 2(a) of the Reilly/City
Agreement pfovides that the City operate w105fbéginning the day pumping'is
-started Accordingly, the City has operated the we11 and has performed |
necessary per1od1c 1nspect1ons as outlined in a plan approved under Section

6.1.1. of the RAP. A summary of the 1989 monthly pumpage is as fo]]ows:

: Total Pumpage _ Flow Rate

" Month (Ga]]ons) (Gallons per Minute)
January 1,160,773 . 26.0 |
February 1,093,340 27.1
March | - 1,220,579 27.3
April 1,170,478 27.0
May 1,182,623 | . 26.4
June - 1,128,438 . 2.1
July 1,231,239 o 27.5.
August 1,30f,169- : : 29.2
September 1,172,664 | 27.1
October 1,177,012 - 263
November - ©1,144,992 | 26.5
December 1,172,048 ° . ' 26.3

Section 6.1. 4 of the RAP requires Reilly to monitor W105 on a b1annua1
basis. Section 2(a)' of the Reilly/City Agreement provides that the City
complete this task on behalf of Rei]ly.; The City completed the monitorihg in
accordance with Sectfon-6.1.4. of the RAP and the results have been presented |
in an annual report issued in accordance with Section 3.4. of the RAP.

Section 7.1.3. of the RAP requires Reilly to pump W23 at a monthly average -
rate of 50 gpm. Section 2(a) of the Reilly/City Agreement provides that the

- 14 -



City operate W23 beginning the day pumping is started. Accordingly, the City
has operated the well and has performed necessary periodic inspections as
oUtiined'in a plan approved under Section 7.1.1. of the RAP. A summary of the

1989 monthly pumpage is as follows:

‘Total Pumpage Flow Rate
Month | " (Gallons) (Gallons per Minute)
January 2,162,690 | O 4g.4 |
February =~ 2,082,499 S 51.7
March 7 2,147,488 " 48.1
CApril 2,238,412 | 51.8
May - 2,363,834 529
“June . | 2,257,296 52.2
July Y 2,274,882 -~ 50.3
August 2,380,868 53.3
September 2,259,789 52.3
October 2,347,656 | B2.5
November 2,263,749 52.4
December 2,322,537 52.0

. -The pumpages for January, 1989 and March, 1989 failed to,meet_the
specified 50 gpm rate, for inexplicable reasons; however, the ahnua] average
pumping rate for W23 in 1989 was 51.6 gpm. Accordingly, the intent of RAP
Section 7.1.3. was met. _ o | |
" Section 7.2.1. of the RAP requires Reilly to submit to the USEPA and MPCA
a plan for a feasibility study for discharge of water from muhicipa] well SLP4
when operated as' a Prairie du Chien-Jordan Aquifer gradient control well.
Section 2(a) of the Reilly/City Agreement provides that the City will assdme
this ob]igatioh for Reilly. .The City submitted the Feasibility Study-Réport on
- June 30, 1987, the contents of which supported its fiﬁding that the discharge
“to Minnehaha Creek is the preferred alternative. Also submitted by the City on
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June 30, 1987 was an NPDES permit app]icatipn, as required by Section 7.2.2. of
the RAP. The USEPA énd MPCA provided the City wifh commeﬁts on the Feasibility -
Study Repoft onISeptember 17, 1987. The City submitted its response to the
Agencies’ comments on October'8, 1987. No response was received from the
Agencies, however, the City wa; notified that the Agencigs wished to sponsor a
public meeting regarding the_Feasibi1ity Study Report and its findings. _

The public meeting was he]& on December 1, 1987, with the USEPA, MPCA, and
City represented by the respeétive Projeét Leaders. Also participating was the
MPCA Alternate Project Leader. Transcripts of the meeting have been provided
"to the USEPA, MPCA, City and Reilly. |

In conjunction with the public meeting, the USEPA placed a notice in the
City’s official newspaper, noting that thé USEPA would accept comments from the
public re]atiye to the Feasibility Study Report confent/recommendation until
December 21, 1987. OnlDecember 18, 1987,.the Minneapolis Park and Redreation-
Board submitted a letter to the USEPA summarizing its concerns re]ati&e to
flooding, water contamination and safety. On Febrhary 2, 1988, the Minnehaha -
Creek Watershed District adopted a rgso]ution favoring the discharge of watér
frpm.SLP4'to Lake Calhoun, in Minneapolis. On Februafy 10, 1988, fhg City
notified the City of M{nneapo1is, via letter, of its willingness to participate
in the review of dischafge options,.and on February 12, the City notified the
USEPA, MPCA, and Reilly Project Léadérs, requesfing comment on the City’s
willingness to review the discharge options. Much discussion was held relative
to the discharge Options:available, and on March 8, 1988, the City of
Minneapolis, via letter from its Mayor to fhe City’s Mayor, confirmed that its
Public Works énd'Park and Recreation Board staffs were'collaboratfng with‘the
City to determine the feasibility of pumping water from SLP4 to Lake Calhoun.

In response to questions raised by the Minneapolis Parkland Recreaiion N
Board, the Cfty developed an environmental review (dated June, 1988) regardihg
the anticipated effecfs of pumping water from SLP4 to Lake Calhoun. This
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review was comménced pursuant fo issuancé of'a May 3, 1988 letter by the City’s
Project Leader to the USEPA, MPCA, and Reilly Project Léaders wherein the
City’s intent was communicated. in addition, the City deVe]oped preliminary
pléﬁs for the construction of a submefged outlet for ;he SLP4 discharge system
in Lake Calhoun. On July 19, 1988, the MPCA Project Leader iSsugq a lettér to
the City ProjeCt Leader and Minneapolis Park and Recréation Board President
relative to the content of the referenced June, 1988 environménta] review.
On September 22, 1988, the City Project Leader, MPCA Project Leader, and
Alternate MPCA.Proje;t Leader attended a public meeting.sbqnsored by the
Minneapolis Park and Recreation Board wherein the proposal to discharge water
from SLP4 to Lake Calhoun was presenfed. As a result of the reluctance to
accept the water exhibited by area residents, the Lake Calhoun diséharge option
was no']onger considered acceptable by the City of Minneapolis. Accordingly,
the City commenced a;reeva]uatfon of its position re]ativelto the disposal of
_ SLP4 discharge. In written correspondence dated December 4, 1989, the City’s
Project Leader notified the USEPA, MPCA, and Reilly Project.Leaders of the
City’s ihteht to treat the SLP4 discharge for polynuclear aromgtic hydrocarbon
(PAH) removal via granu]ar.activatgd carbon and place the effluent {nto the
municipal drinking water supp]y; . The December 4, 1989 corréSpondence
.“éstablished a proposed schedule for the design/constructiop"activities and
acknowledged the Agencies had design review authority.
| Section 7.2.5. of the RAP requires Reilly to submit to the USEPA.and MPCA,
 within 30'days of submitting the SLP 4 Feasibility Study, a plan for
; construction or reconstruction of three gradient control monitoring wells in
the Prairie du Chien-Jordan Aquifer. On June 1, 1988, the USEPA, MPCA, and MDH
approved the proposed use of Interlachen Country Club well number 3 for water
Samp]ing (well W401). On April 22, 1988, thé USEPA, the MPCA, and MDH approved
the construction of well W403. -
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In correspondenée dated Nbvember 5, 1987, -Reilly bhoposed to the USEPA,'_
MPCA,-MDH, and City that the third well be drilled in Waveland Park in
Minneapo]is, at'the intersection of Glendale Terrace and Drew Avenue. In
addition, the letter requested a separate 60 déy construction schedule for well
W402, with the schedule beginning on the date Reilly received'necessary.permits
and acce;s'agfeements from the Minneapolis Park and Recreation Board (the
- lahdowner of Waveland Park) in accordance with Part P of the Consent Decree.

Reilly noted that necessary applications would be made within io days of
receiving the Agencies’ approvals. |

IOn-November 9, 1987, the City, on behalf of Reilly pursuant to Sections 3

and 4 of the Reilly/City Agreemenf, submitted a written3reduest to the
Minneapolis Park and Reéreation Board for authority to construct monitoring
well W402 in Waveland Park. On December 2, 1987, the Park and Recreation Boardl
approved the City’s request for authority to construct monitoring well W402,
subject to issuance of necessary access agreements. On February 10, 1988 the
-City §ubmitted proposed revisiohs to the access agreement to the USEPA and MPCA
for review and comment. In corréspondence dated May 3, 1989, the USEPA, MPCA,
and MDH approved the propqsed access agrgement revisions. On July 5, 1989 the
Minneapolis Park and Recreation Board approved the access agreement and on July
10, the City of Minneapolis issued a bermit for the installation of the.
monitoring well. welilconstruction activities comménced on August‘lo, 1989,
and were completed on August 22, 1989.

, .Secfion 7.3. of the RAP requires Reilly to monitor the Prairie du Chien-'
Jordan Aquifer as specified in Section 3. of the RAP. Section 2(a) of'the
Reilly/City Agreement provides that the City will assume this obligation for
Reilly. Monitoring of the aquifer was completed by the City in substantial |
compliance with Section 3. and 7.3. of the RAP, and information relative to the
monitoring can be found in the annual report submitted phrsuant to Section 3.4.
of the RAP.
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- Section 8.1.3. of the RAP requires Reilly to monitor municipal City well
SLP3 and other St. Peter Aquifer we]]s-in accordance with a schedule '
established therein. Section 2(a) of the'Rei]]y/Cjty Agreement provides that
" the City comp]ete'this task on behalf of Reilly. The City completed the
required monitoring in 1989. _ .
| Section 8.1.4. of the RAP requires ReiT]y to submit a remedial
| investigation report to the USEPA and MPCA that summarizes the results of the
St. Peter Aquifer remedial investigation within 90 days of comp]etino two
rounds of monitoring.' Sectton 2(a) of the Reilly/City Agreement provides that
the City complete this ‘task on behalf of Reilly. The City submitted the
"Remedial Investigation Report on March 30, 1989. On April 28, 1989_the USEPA
and MPCA notified the City and Reilly that the.Agencies were extending the
' Report review period byl30 days pursuant to the provisions of Part G.2. of the
Consent Decree. On May 26, 1989 the USEPA and MPCA issued a joint comment
" letter wherein the Agencies sought clarification of and revtsions to the
Report’s content. On June 19, 1989 the C1ty submitted an amendment to the
Report, clarifying issues and amending Report content in response to the
Agencies’ correspondence of May 26. On July 21, 1989 the City submitted
additional revisions to the Report pursuant to -a July 14, 1989'meeting of the
MPCA and City ﬁroject Leaders. On Juiy 21, 1989 the USEPA and MPCA'notified
the City and.Reilly that the Agencies were extending the review period of the
Report revisions pursuant to Part G.2. of the Consent Decree. In
correspondence dated September 13, 1989, the USEPA and MPCA approved the
revised Report and advised the City and Reilly that pursuant to Part H. of the
Consent_Decree and Section 8.2.1. of the RAP, a feasibi]ity study was required
© for ‘the St. Peter Aquifer .

Section 8.2.1. of the RAP requires Reilly to submit a p1an'for a
: feasibility study in the St. Peter Aquifer to the USEPA and MPCA within 30 days
. of receiving notice that a feasibility study plan is required..'Section 2(a) of
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the Reilly/City Agreement provides that the City complete this task on behalf
of Reilly. On October 16, 1989 the City-indicated 15 corresoondence to the
USEPA and MPCA that it had prOactively begun the feasibility study'work_by
~ providing for the recompletion of monitor well W410 as a potentia1 gradient
,(contro1 well and comp]etion of an aquifer test at the site to determine the
capacity-of the we]] and response of the aquifer to pumping (referred to in
July 13, 1989 correspondence between the Project Leaders). On December 21,
1989, the USEPA and MPCA approved the Feasibility Study Plan of October 16,
1989. | | | |

Sections 8.2.2. and 8.3. of the RAP address the issuance of a feasibility
study report to the USEPA and MPCA within 90 oays of receiving approval of the
feasibility etudy plan, and remedial actions for the purpose of preventing the
further spread of ground water exceeding any of the Drinking water Criteria
defined in RAP Section 2.2. respectively. Section 2(a) of the Reilly/City
Agreement provides that the City complete these tasks on behalf of Reilly. On
November 15, 1989 the City submitted the results of the te;ting pumping of well
w410, indicating.the establishment of a gradient control well at W410 could
control the spread of PAH in the aquifer related to Reilly Tar & ChemicaT
- Corporation activities. As of December 15, 1989 the City has'receiVed.no

~comment on its submittal. |

Section 9.1.3. of the RAP requires Reilly to operate the Drift-
. Platteville Aquifer source control we]]s_at a monthly rete_of 25 gpm and
monitor them on a qoarterly'basjs. Section 2(a) of the Reilly/City Agreement
provides thet the City operate the'we11$'beginning'the day pumping is sterted
and monitor them as required. Accordingly, the City has operated the'we11s and
has performed necessary periodic inspeotions as outlined in a plan approved

under Section 9.1.1. of the RAP.
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A summary of the 1989 monthly pumpages is as follows:

. : PLATTEVILLE
DRIFT SOURCE CONTROL WELL SOURCE_CONTROL WELL
: Flow Rate Flow Rate
Total Pumpage Gallons Total Pumpage Gallons

Month (Gallons)  (Per M1nute! (Gallons) (Per Minute)
January 1,915,186 1,217,980 27.3
February 1,746,894 43.3 1,080,353 26.8
‘March 1,917,171 43.0 1,196,122 26.8
April 1,846,763 42.7 1,181,860 27.3
May * 1,940,399 43.4 1,204,905 26.9
June 1,854,424 42.9 '1,130,306 26.1
~ Jduly 2,049,249 45.9 1,774,501 39.8
August 2,051,461 45.9 2,003,693 44.9
September 1,950,181 45.1 2,022,763 46.8
October 1,947,703 43.6 1,565,636 41.6
November 1,944,278 45.0 1,565,636 36.2
December 1,895,743 42.5 1,166,918 26.1

From July to November, 1989 the pumping rate of the wells was increased to
evaluate if the wells could be used as grad1ent control we]}s in the Northern
Area of the brift-P]attevi]le Aquifer. Upon completion of the evaluation, the
Drtft Aduifer source control well was operated at approximately 43 gpm and the
Platteville Aquifer source control well was operated at approximately 25 gpm.

Monitoring of the Drift Aquifer souree control wells occurred en a
' euarterly basis pursuant to the requirements of Sections 3.2. and 9.1.3. of the'
RAP. " A reeort of the results can be found-ih ah annual report issued pursdant
to Section 3.4. of the RAP. | | |

Section 9.2. 3 of the RAP requires Re111y to operate the Dr1ft Aquifer
gradient control well at a month]y rate of 50 gpm and monitor it on a quarterly

basis. Section 2(a) of the Reilly/City Agreement provides that the City
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operate fhe well beginning the day pumping is stafted and monitor it as-
required. AccordinQ]y, the City has operated thé well and has performed
.necessary periodic inspections as outlined in a plan approVed under Section
9.2.1. of the: RAP. - | o |

A-SUmmary of the 1989 monthly pumpages is as follows:

.~ Total Pumpage Flow
Month _ (Gallons) - {Gallons Per Minute)
January | 2,379,427 o 53.3
February 2,209,259 | | . 54.8
March . 2,394,549 | | 53.6
April 2,274,188 | 52.6
May | 2,283,611 ©51.1
June 2,260,078 52.3
July 2,357,337 .. 52.8
August 2,207,848 © 49.5
September - 2,251,903 o ' 52.1
October 2,361,368 - 52.9
November . 2,308,056 53.4
December 2,364,635 | . 53.0

The avérage pumpage for August, 1989 was less than the required 50 gpm
rate due to we11'pump shﬁt down during the recompietion of St. Peter Aquifer
" well W410. The annual average rate clearly exceeds the established 50 gpm
rate. | |

‘Monitoring of the Drift Aquifer gradient control well occurred on 5
quarterly basis pursuant to the requirements of Sections 3.2. and 9.2.5. of the -
RAP. A réporilof thé results can be found in an annual report issued pursuant
~ to Section 3.4, of the RAP. | | |

Section 9.3.4. of the RAP requires Re111y to submit a remed1a1
1nvestigation report to the USEPA and MPCA that summarizes the results of the
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Drift-Platteville Aquifer remedial investigation within 96 days of comp1eting
| two-rounds of monitoring. Séction 2(a) of the Reilly/City Agreement provides
that the City complete this task on beha]f of Reilly. The City submitted the
" Remedial Investigation Report on March 30, 1982{. On April 28, 1989 -the USEPA
and MPCA notified the City and Reilly that the Agencies were emtending the
Report review period by 30 days pursuant to the provisions of Part G.2. of the
Consent Decree. On May 26, 1989 the USEPA and MPCA issued a joint comment
letter wherein the Agencies sought c]arification of and revisions to the Report
content. On June 19, 1989 the City submitted an amendment to the Report,
- clarifying issues and amending Report content in response to the Agencies’
correspondence of May 26. On July 21, 1989 the USEPA'and MPCA notified the
City and Reilly that the Agenc1es were extending.the review period of the |
Report revisions pursuant to Part G.2. of the Consent Decree >In
correspondence dated September 13 1989, the USEPA and MPCA approved the
revised Report and acknow]edged the_C1ty had commenced a limited Feasibility
Study to determine theleffectiveness of existing wells in controlling PAH
contamination movement within the aquifer pursuant to the requirements of
Section 9.4. of the RAP. This acknowledgement was based upon the content of a
June.30, 1989 Jetter from the City’s Project Leader to the USEPA, MPCA, and -
Reilly Project Leaders. On QOctober 16, 1989 the City submitted to the USEPA
and MPCA a proposed Feasibility Studj Plan required under the'provisions of RAP
Section 9.4.1.. On December 21, 1989 the USEPA and MPCA approved the Northern
Area Feas1b111ty Study P]an, dated 0ctober 16, 1989.

Section 9.4.2. of ‘the RAP requires Reilly to submit a feasibility study
report within 90 days of receiving approval of the feasibility study plan.
Section 2(a) of the Reilly/City Agreement provides that the City,comp1ete this
task on behalflof Reilly. On November 15, 1989 the City submitted a report on
the evaluation of the effectiveness of the Drift-Platteville Aquifer source
contro] well system to limit the further spread of contamination in the |
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Northern Area. As of December 31, 1989 no’Agency comment has been received
regarding the submittal. |

Section 9.6. of the RAP requires Reilly to monitor various wells in the
Drift-Platteville Aqu1fer pursuant to the provisions contained- there1n .
Section 2(a) of the Reilly/City Agreement provides that the Clty will assume
this obligation for Re1]1y The City completed the 1989 monitoring in
accordance with the provisions Sections 3.2., apd 9.6. of the RAP. fhe results
of the monitoringlw111 be contained in an annual report issued in eecordance
with.Section 3.4. of the RAP.

Section 10.1.1. of the RAP requires Reilly to submit to the USEPA, MPCA
and MDH, within one year of the Effective Date, a plan for investigeting'
certain mu1ti-aquifer_wells that may be adversely affecting the Mtf Simon-
Hinckley, Ironton-Galesville and Prairie_du Chien-Jordan Aquifers. Section
Z(a)-of the Reilly/City Agreement provides that the City will assume this
obligation for Reilly. The City submitted an "Investigation Plan for Leaking
Deep Multi-Aquifer Wells" on September 3, 1987 and received the'Agencies' Joint
response letter on 0ctoberl191 1987. The Agencies* letter presented a number
of questions and comments relative to the Cityfs submittal, and requested
clarification of issues raised. On November 5, 1987 the City issued its
response letter, addressing the issues'presented in the Agencies’ 1etter. No
Agency response to the November 5, 1987 1etter has been received.

~Section 11.1.3. of the RAP spec1f1es that Reilly shall submit a report to -
the USEPA and MPCA on the results of soil boring 1nsta]1at1on/samp11ng within
.60 days of completing the borings. Section 2(a) of the Reilly/City Agreement
provides that the City will assume this obligation for Reilly. On January 13,
1989, the City submitted the Soil Investigation Report to the USEPA and MPCA.
In correspondence dated March 28, 1989, the USEPA and MPCA provided comments
regarding the submittal, requestjng clarification of issues and amendment to
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Report content.. On April lé, 1989 the Citj submitted an amended Report in
response to the Agencies request.. As of December 31, 1989 no Agency respohse'_
has beenlrecéived. S

Section 11.2. of the RAP requires that the Parties file an affidavit with
the Recorder of Deeds of Hénnepin County which comp]iéﬁ with MN Statutes
1158.16, Subd. 2 for property owned within the area described in Section 11.1.-
of the RAP on which a release of hazardous substances resulting from operations
at the former Reilly Site has occurred or is occurring. On May 19, 1989 the
City complied with the proviéion of RAP Section 11.2. and submitted copies to
the USEPA and MPCA. In addition} RAP Section 11.2. requires the City to submit
to the USEPA and MPCA a Tist of the location and owners of other properties
' within the area described in RAP Section 11.1. abbve, on, or under which a
release has occurred or is contihuing to occur. The City fulfilled this
requirement in.a submittal to the Agencies dated May 15, 1989. \

Section 11.4. of the RAP addresées_the construction of the Trunk.highway
7/Louisiana Avenue intersection. On October 19, 1989 the-City notified the
USEPA and MPCA that the Minnesota Department of Transbortation had committed

funds for the construction of the intersection in fiscal year 1990. On

December 21, 1989 the USEPA and MPCA acknowledged receipt of the.notification.
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_ 5.0 SCHEDULED RAP ACTIVITIES
Table 2 summarizes the expected schedule for RAP activities during 1990.
-Many-of the schedule dates cannot be established definitely because they depend
on Agency réview,.inspection; and appfova].' The mdst 1mportaht task which must
be successfully completed in 1990 is the approval of the Sampling Plan
- required in Sectioﬁ-3.3. of the RAP. Groundwater monitoring is an essential
ongding task. In addition, the opération of municipal well SLP4 aS a gradient

control well is scheduled to begin in 1990/1991.

R2/annrep89
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9.4.2.
9.6.
10.1.

11.1.3.
11.4.

TABLE 2

EXPECTED RAP ACTIVITIES - 1990

Discontinuing Sanitary
Sewer Discharge

Sampling Plan for 1990

Sampling Plan for 1991
1989 Annual Report
GAC Plant Monitoring,

1989 GAC Annual Report

Mount Simon Hinckley Aquifer
Monitoring

~ W105 Monitoring
W105 Pumping. Cessation:

SLP4 Completion

Prairie du Chien-Jordan
Aquifer Monitoping

St. Peter Aquifer Monitoring

St; Peter Aquifer Feasibility
Study Report

Moﬁitoring Drift-Platteville

Aquifer Source Control Wells

Monitoring Drift-Platteville

Aquifer Gradient Control Wells

Feasibility Study Repoft
Drift-Platteville Monitoring

‘Multi-Aquifer Well

Invest1gat1on/Report

Soil Investigation Report

Louisiana Avenue/Trunk
Highway 7 Intersection
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EXPECTED TIMETABLE

Reilly to submit plan
modifications; Agencies to review/

approve; Reilly to construct

City to submit modifications
3/28/90

City to submit plan 10/31/90
City to submit report 3/15/90

Continued monitoring in accordance
W1th the RAP.

Due 3/15/90

Refer to Sémp1ing Plan

Refer to Sampling Plan
Refer to RAP for criteria

City to submit plan;'Agencies to
review/approve; City to construct

"Refer to Sampling Plan

Refer to Sampling Plan

Agency comment due
Refer. to Sampling Plan
Refer to Sampling Plan

Agency comment due

" Refer to Sampling Plan

Agency comment due; City to
complete investigation within one

" year of Agency approval

‘Agency comment due

City'to/submit plan; Agencies to
comment; City to construct





